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California Polytechnic State University’s Construction Management department has an excellent
reputation. This reputation, boosted by a 100% placement rate, attracts an abundant number of
recruiters, a number that continues to grow every year. With the large number of recruiters coming
to campus, students often find themselves in the fortunate situation of having multiple offers and
having the opportunity to select amongst various companies. To be competitive, employers would
best serve to cater their recruitment process to suit the needs of the students they are trying to hire.
While plenty of research has been conducted to investigate and determine how recruiters choose
students to interview or hire, the way students make decisions about the sort of company they
might want to work for has received modest attention. Included in this study is data that reveals
Construction Management student’s main determinants for potential employment. An analysis was
conducted by placing students in two groups, those looking for full-time employment and those
looking for internship positions. The study revealed that students are influenced by many factors,
namely company culture, salary, perks, and raises.
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Introduction
California Polytechnic State University’s Construction Management department has an excellent
reputation. So good, in fact, that construction company’s target Cal Poly Construction Management
students for internship and full-time employment opportunities. Each quarter, dozens of companies
come to San Luis Obispo to recruit students through info sessions and on-campus interviews. To
paraphrase the California Polytechnic State University’s Construction Management website, the CM
program had experienced consistent 99% placement rates until 2009 when those rates dropped to an
approximate low of 50% due to the poor condition of the Construction Industry. The website now
states that, since 2009, recruitment statistics have only improved; 100% of students find full time
employment or are actively pursuing graduate programs (Construction Management, 2019). It is

evident that employers seek out Cal Poly Construction Management students for employment, and it
is obvious that these employment opportunities are important to students. It is for these two reasons
that it would be beneficial for both students and employers to identify and analyze student’s main
determinants for potential employment opportunities.
According to California Polytechnic State University’s Construction Management website, over 100
information sessions and interview opportunities are consistently conducted throughout every
academic year. The success of this recruiting process benefits Construction Management students (as
well as other disciplines) with increased internships and full-time hires. The goal of this study is to
aid recruiters in their recruitment decisions and process, which, as a result, will assist students in
planning their career goals.

Literature Review
The recruitment process is one of the core functions of organizations as the quality of recruited
employees affects the performance and the survival of an organization. According to Richardson
(1989), recruitment impacts most critically the performance of an organization and acquiring and
retaining high-quality talent is critical to organization success. In this context, organizations are
becoming more flexible and responsive and are changing their preferred recruitment methods in order
to achieve this high success (Russo & Gorter, 2000: Russo, Gorter & Schettkat, 2001). This study
will aid those organizations in making changes that will better aid in the recruitment of Construction
Management students.
Recruitment is described as a set of activities and processes used to legally obtain a sufficient number
of qualified people at the right place and time so that people and the organization can select each other
in their own best short- and long-term interests (Schuler, 1987). In a journal article published in
2015, Katherine Fulgence of Dar es Salaam University College of Education conducted a study that
added to the current understanding of recruitment methods, tools and selection criteria that recruiters
use to recruit new graduates. Fulgence found that prior studies have focused primarily on applicant
attraction to organizations (Larsen & Phillips, 2002; Celani & Singh, 2011), recruitment sources
(Rynes, 1989) and employers’ recruitment behavior (Behrenz, 2001, Gorter & Rietvield, 1996;
DeVaro, 2005). Furthermore, according to Rynes (1989), research on recruitment primarily focuses
on three sets of variables, namely recruiters (applicant impression and decisions to join recruiters of
various characteristics), recruitment sources (recruiter’s preferences for various recruitment sources),
and administrative policies and procedures (recruitment follow-ups and application processes after job
acceptance) with more research conducted on applicant attraction to the recruiter (Keenan & Scott,
1985; Larsen & Phillips, 2002; David, 2005; Gomes & Neves, 2011).
To attract potential job applicants, recruiters use formal and informal search methods. The key factors
driving employers’ choice of recruitment method include; the ability to bring qualified candidates
(Gorter & Reitveld, 1996), labor market conditions (Russo & Gorter, 1996), which would explain the
decrease in the job placement rate that Cal Poly Construction Management students experienced in
2009, and related costs (Behrenz, 2001). The tools and criteria used to screen potential job applicants
varies, and the nature of the position also affects whether an employer uses formal or informal
methods to select and screen job applicants. Formal recruitment methods include tests, interviews,
work experience, while informal recruitment methods include things such as referrals. Personal traits

are also used to screen applicants and are most commonly assessed by subjective judgement through
the interview process (Devins & Hogarth, 2005). The way an organization selects a possible
applicant varies from one to the next but is important in this context since so many organizations
decide to recruit Construction Management students.
It is evident that plenty of important research has been conducted to determine how recruiters choose
students to interview or hire. And, while recruiters’ decision making has been investigated, the way
students make decisions about the sort of company they might want to work for and which companies
to interview with has received little attention. However, a study conducted through Cornell
University provides insight into students’ main determinants for potential employment opportunities.
In 1997, Michael P. Sciarini, Ph. D., and Robert Woods, Ph. D., of Cornell University wrote an article
titled “Selecting that First Job: How Students Develop Perceptions about Potential Employers.” It is
important to note that Sciarini’s and Woods’ study focused primarily on students within the
hospitality industry. Sciarini explored how students formed perceptions of the industry and
companies while also conducting research to determine which factors influenced student’s selection
of potential employers. Data from his research was compiled from responses to a questionnaire
completed by 550 students across 19 colleges in the United States. The questionnaire, which was 20
questions long, asked students to respond using a 5-point Likert-type scale (5 = very influential to 1 =
not influential) in order to rate influencing factors such as experience with the company, word of
mouth, internship experience, the company’s presence on the internet, and much more.
Sciarini’s and Woods’ study revealed that students are greatly influenced by some personal contact
with the company, as experience with the company as a consumer was the greatest rated factor for
influencing student perceptions. Most of the items that appeared among the top-ten factors involve
either direct personal contact between a student and a company representative or contact with a third
party who exerts influence on students (e.g., alumni or faculty members). In contrast, many of those
items that ranked near the bottom of the scale appeared not to involve personal contact. The findings
were clear in that making personal contact and building long-term relationships are at the heart of
successful recruiting.

Methodology
The methodology chosen for this research paper was taken through quantitative data gathered directly
from the Cal Poly Construction Management student body. The questionnaire (Table 1) was
developed after a careful literature review and analysis of relevant sources and case studies. These
sources pertained to the influencing factors behind student’s decision-making process of potential
employers and were included within the survey. In order to cater more to Cal Poly students,
additional factors specific to Cal Poly were also included, factors such as prior internship experience
with a company, company participation with clubs/competitions, and company participation in
Infosessions. Students responded using a 5-point Likert-type scale (5 = very influential to 1= not
influential). The full survey sent to students can be found in Appendix A.

Results Analysis
The survey received 32 student responses. Five of the students indicated they were in their first year
of school, five indicated they were in their second year of school, and five more indicated they were
third years. Eleven responses were made from students attending their fourth year, and the remaining
five students indicated they were in their fifth year of schooling. Of the 32 student responses, half of
the students indicated they were more interested in full-time employment and the other half indicated
they were more interested in internship opportunities. This means a comparison of the two types of
students (those considering full-time and those considering internship opportunities) can be made. It
is important to note that students were placed into these two groups since Cal Poly Construction
Management student recruiters typically look to fill internship positions and full-time positions. An
analysis of these two groups will yield important results to guide recruiters on how to better attain Cal
Poly students from each group.
The following tables present the data gathered from the survey and order the factors from most
influential to least influential. The first table represents students looking for full-time positions and
the second represents those students looking for internships.
Table 1. Students interested in full-time
employment
Influencing Factors
Company Culture
Salary
Perks of full-time employment.
(Health, Dental, 401k, etc.)
Company representative's
personality.
Frequency of raises based on merit
within the company.
Offer of position that satisfies
personal goals while discounting
other factors, such as compensation.
Company representative's
appearance.
Word of mouth from alumni.
Frequency of raises based on time
with the company.
Location (close to home).
Knowledge gained/applied and
relevant work during that internship
with a company.
Word of mouth from faculty
members.
Project variation within company.
Word of mouth from students.

Mean
4.56
4.38
4.31
4.31
4.24
4.20

4.00
4.00
3.81
3.81
3.69

Company participation in
Infosessions.
Perception of prestige by peers.
(bragging rights)
Company participation in job fair.
Prior internship experience with
company.
Company-sponsored tours.
Company participation in
clubs/competitions.
Small number of employees within
the company.
Company presence on the internet.
Large number of employees within
the company.
Media coverage of the company.
Company advertisements & videos.
Guest lecturing.
Printed information produced by the
company.
Location (far from home).

3.56
3.53
3.31
3.25
3.25
3.13
2.94
2.93
2.81
2.81
2.81
2.69
2.44
2.13

Table 2. Students interested in internships
3.69
3.63
3.63

Influencing Factors
Knowledge gained/applied and
relevant work during that internship
with a company.

Mean
4.44

Company Culture
Perks of full-time employment.
(Health, Dental, 401k, etc.)
Location (close to home).
Company representative's
personality.
Salary
Frequency of raises based on merit
within the company.
Offer of position that satisfies
personal goals while discounting
other factors, such as compensation.
Frequency of raises based on time
with the company.
Word of mouth from alumni.
Project variation within company.
Company participation in job fair.
Company participation in
Infosessions.
Printed information produced by the
company.

4.38
4.31
4.25
4.25
4.19
3.94
3.94

3.63
3.63
3.56
3.56
3.56
3.56

Company representative's
appearance.
Word of mouth from faculty
members.
Company-sponsored tours.
Company presence on the internet.
Word of mouth from students.
Prior internship experience with
company.
Media coverage of the company.
Perception of prestige by peers.
(bragging rights)
Printed information produced by the
company.
Company advertisements & videos.
Guest lecturing.
Small number of employees within
the company.
Large number of employees within
the company.
Location (far from home).

3.50
3.50
3.44
3.34
3.31
3.25
3.19
3.19
3.13
3.06
2.88
2.81
2.56
1.88

The data reveals Cal Poly’s Construction Management students’ greatest influencing factors and how
it differs between students looking for full-time employment and those looking for internship
opportunities. The two groups’ influencing factors differ in their averages and order of most to least
influential. The presence of this difference indicates that student’s mindsets are different depending
on what type of work they are looking for. For example, salary was, on average, ranked higher for
those seeking full-time employment (4.38) compared to those seeking internships (4.19). This may be
attributed to the permanence of the work; students trying to attain internships may place less
importance on their pay since the position is only temporary. Students concerned with full-time
employment place more importance on salary since the work will most likely become their
livelihoods, and the same students are more influenced by company culture (4.56) for the same
reason.
Further evidence of the differing mindsets of the two groups of students is portrayed in the importance
placed on the location of the work. For those seeking internships, location is one of the greatest
influencers for determining which employer to intern with, whereas less importance is given to
location for those seeking full-time employment. Location was ranked the fourth most influencing
factor for internships with an average of 4.25 for a location close to home. The least influential factor
was location far from home and the same group gave it an average of 1.88. Since interns are most
likely living at home with family, unable to afford the high price of living independently and/or
unable to find housing for just a summer, it makes sense that a location closer to home would be more
ideal. The difference highlights the magnitude of influence that students place on the location of work
when looking for internships. In contrast, students from the other group ranked location as the tenth
most influential factor, with work being located close to home (3.81) ranking more closely to work far
from home (2.13). While students looking for internships are heavily influenced by location, it seems
that students looking for full-time employment consider location less significant.

Unlike the group of students more interested in full-time employment, the students that were more
interested in internship opportunities placed much more significance on their internship experiences.
Students looking for internships ranked, on average, “Knowledge gained/applied and relevant work
during an internship with a company” as the most influential factor. The group seeking full-time
work may have found this factor less influential since they most likely have already had internship
experience and already have an understanding for the industry. The group more interested in
internships tends to be the group that is not graduating soon. “Knowledge gained/applied and relevant
work during an internship with a company” may be more influential to this group since they are
continuing their educations and are most likely full-time students.
There are instances where both groups of students had similar, if not identical averages. The perks of
full-time employment averaged a score of 4.31 for both groups. This indicates the importance of this
factor and that it should always be a topic of discussion for recruiters, no matter the group they are
attempting to hire from. The study also reveals that very little significance, for both groups, is placed
on the number of employees within a company. Company culture, as indicated by the data, has
greater influence than the size of the company. Both groups of students indicate that the frequency of
raises, and how they are earned, influences their decision. All students indicated that raises based on
merit are more attractive than raises based solely on time with the company. The group of students
looking for full-time employment saw this factor is more important, though, giving it an average of
4.24, compared to interns giving it a 3.94. The difference here may be from the interns realizing they
will most likely not be given a raise for their short stays. Those that are employed full-time are
looking to be incentivized for their efforts. Despite the difference between groups, it is important for
recruiters to make the distinction on how they base their raises since both groups found this factor
important.
If the recruiter has the ability to bring alumni from Cal Poly to recruit Cal Poly Construction
Management students, they should make sure to do so. Student responses from both groups indicate
that word of mouth from alumni is more influential than word of mouth from faculty and other
students. Whether an alumnus is representing a recruiter or not, the company’s representatives should
make sure to be purposeful in their appearances, since both groups of students are influenced by
appearance. More importantly, though, company representatives should ensure to create proper
rapport between potential applicants. Many students know construction companies solely through
their contact with recruiters, companies should send representatives to campus who are good at
quickly establishing rapport with students and who convey the most positive message and image for
the company.

Conclusion
This study reveals that two groups of students, those seeking full-time employment and those seeking
internship opportunities, have differing mindsets. The data highlights this difference and indicates
which factors have the most and least influence on students. While students’ employment decisions
were heavily influenced by the more obvious factors, such as salary, location, and perks, this study
provided further insight on these determinants. An analysis of the data reveals the degree to which
student’s are influenced by the type of work they are looking for, full-time or an internship. It is
important to note, though, that students in both groups indicated their flexibility of what ultimately
influences their employment decisions. All students were willing to make a compromise, based on

the results, on choosing an employer if it meant certain factors received more attention over others.
Students indicated that if an offer satisfies a personal goal/factor, while discounting other factors,
would take precedence. For example, a student who gets to work in their dream location accepts the
position even though they receive less pay. The flexibility of all students means there is no one right
way to recruit all Cal Poly Construction Management students. Since each student is unique and
looking for work that meets their own personal criteria, recruiters should use the above information as
a guideline for their recruitment processes.

Future Research
Much can be done to build upon and expand this study. This study was applied specifically to Cal
Poly’s Construction Management students, but it could be applied to any group of students within the
school and could even be conducted on other campuses. Not only that, but the study could be
conducted on a regular basis, maybe once every other year, to produce trends amongst student groups.
If conducted with other student groups and other colleges, trends could be compared and analyzed
from student to student, group to group, campus to campus, and even state to state. Furthermore,
future research could be conducted to determine the influencing factors of graduates who have been a
part of the work force for several years. This could provide data that shows how determining factors
have lost or gained influence once a student has graduated, further guiding recruiters and aiding
students in choosing that first employer.
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Appendix A – Survey Questionnaire
1st-5th Year
Full-Time Employment
Internship Opportunities

1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
(Text entry)

What year are you? (Select from options ranging from 1 st year to 5th
year)
Are you interested more in full-time employment or internship
opportunities?
Influencing Factors when Selecting Potential Employment
The following are to determine which factors are most influential when
selecting potential employment. Please rank the following from 1
(least influential) to 5 (most influential).
Company Culture.
Salary.
Frequency of raises.
Perks of full-time employment. (Health, Dental, 401k, etc.)
Location (close to home).
Location (far from home).
Prior internship experience with company.
Knowledge gained/applied and relevant work during that internship
with a company.
Project variation within company.
Small number of employees within the company.
Large number of employees within the company.
Word of mouth from students.
Word of mouth from faculty members.
Word of mouth from alumni.
Company participation in job fair.
Company participation in Infosessions.
Printed information produced by the company.
Company participation in clubs/competitions.
Company representative’s personality.
Company-sponsored tours.
Guest lecturing.
Media coverage of the company.
Company advertisements and videos.
Company Presence on the internet.
Perception of prestige by peers. (bragging rights)
Offer of position that satisfies personal factors while discounting
others. (i.e. location over salary)
Please include any influencing factors that were not described above.

